This paper then explores four factors that limit the implementation of the 'new museology'.
Introduction
The 'new museology' started with the intention of introducing a new philosophy around how museums function and a changed relationship between museums and their societies and communities. This paper uses new empirical evidence to explore the extent to which this has been achieved in practice throughout Great Britain. It begins by outlining the origins and ideas surrounding the 'new museology' and exploring the wide expectations currently surrounding museum services. The paper then uses information derived from 112 qualitative interviews with museum staff, using a combination of semi-structured and open-ended interviewing techniques I across 23 museum services (and a total of 39 individual museums)
in England, Scotland and Wales to examine the extent to which current museum practice meets the expectations of the 'new museology'. The impact of a range of intervening variables in affecting how change is managed and undertaken demonstrates the partial nature of reform and the reasons why organisational change has been limited.
society (Sandell 2007) . There is also a perceived shift in the identity of museum professionals from 'legislator' to 'interpreter' and towards a more visitor-orientated ethos (Ross 2004 ).
These developments can be argued to be part of a shift in focus from objects to ideas within the 'new museology' (Weil 1990) , with language and education now argued to have a central position in museums (Hooper-Greenhill 2000; Message 2006 ). There has also been an introduction of multiple discourses linking museums to terminologies such as 'cultural empowerment', 'social re-definition', 'dialogue' and 'emotion' (Harrison 1993) . This progression has come with an awareness of social accountability and social (as well as moral) responsibility in the museum (Heijnen 2010 ).
The 'new museology' -and a great deal of museological literature -assumes that as a result of this rethinking of the purposes of museums, real change has occurred in both the understanding of museum functions and the activities that museums undertake. The 'new museology' continues to provide a set of principles that it is argued should be enshrined in how these institutions work (c.f the recent arguments in Simon 2010 ). There has, however, been relatively little analysis of actual museum practice to assess the extent to which changes have actually lived up to the assumptions of the 'new museology' across the museums sector as a whole, except in case studies of particular examples of innovative work within individual museums (c.f the essays in Guntarik 2010 and MuseumsEtc 2011), Duncan's (1995) analysis of some of the larger European museums highlighted that there had indeed been a change to public consumption within The Louvre and National Gallery of London. The changes that had occurred, however, were more representative of imposing the ideologies of the powerful onto the masses, which would indicate some limitations to what the 'new museology' has actually achieved.
While the 'new museology' as an approach is concerned with increased access and representation, for example, some recent work effectively challenges the extent to which these have been put into practice in many museums (Janes 2009 ). This is particularly in terms of the continuing demands that the management of heritage should be 'more open, inclusive, representative and creative' (Harrison 2013, 225) -implying that change has not been universally achieved. For example, Stam (1993) This paper takes the 'new museology' as a specific ideology and discourse that has affected expectations around the purpose of museums. The above literature demonstrates that the 'new museology' includes a wide range of expectations and beliefs. This paper outlines the extent to which museum workers at the ground level have understood these expectations and linked the 'new museology' into their everyday roles. The current paper is not based on a statistically-representative sample of museums and museum services in the UK, and is not intended to provide a definitive statement about the precise extent to which the 'new museology' is embedded in individual cases or how individual museums are living up to the principles enshrined within the approach. Instead, it provides a synoptic overview of factors internal to the museums sector as a whole that have affected the extent to which change has occurred, and identifies the manner in which they have contributed to the partial and inconsistent take-up of the principles of the 'new museology' within Great Britain. As a consequence of this, museums are expected to develop policies and practices that meet multiple, functional ends. In Scotland's National Strategy for museums and galleries, for example, it is expected that they will connect 'people, places and collections' and create public value while, at the same time, 'inspiring' and 'delighting' the public (Museums Galleries Scotland [MGS] 2012, 8) . The Welsh National Strategy has three foci: that museums will have a community focus, will promote 'a fair and just society' and will contribute to lifelong learning (WAG 2010, 6 ). In England, there were explicit expectations that museums and galleries could function as a means for overcoming social disadvantage through their role as part of a national strategy for social inclusion (DCMS 2000) . There was also a focus on the role of museums as generators of 'cultural democracy' (DCMS 2006) . The policy strategies for Scotland, England and Wales are therefore instrumental in that they aim to fulfil wider outcomes -social, economic and political -than those that are more traditionally cultural in nature (Gray 2007) . This instrumental policy rhetoric is very much in line with the 'new museology', as it explicitly champions the wider role that museums can be expected to fulfil beyond the doors of the museum itself.
The widening policy expectations around the museum
The wider role of museums, however, does not stop at the national level. Local authorities across Britain, which are responsible for providing the vast majority of publically-funded, museum services within the country, have their own policy expectations and demands. Some policy expectations and demands fit comfortably within the ideas of the 'new museology' and the various national government frameworks (particularly in terms of involving local people and communities). Other expectations , including everything from ensuring that museums and galleries abide by health and safety at work legislation, to meeting accountability requirements, apparently have little to do with their functional roles, regardless of whether these are instrumental or collections-based. These demands require the integration of museums into a wider realm of managerial expectations that place multiple demands upon staff within them (Gray 2004 whether they work as conservators, curators, finance or marketing officers, or in museum shops and cafes, are both anticipated to affect all of these factors. Equally, the existing and often long-standing, formal policies that museums have ranging from acquisitions, to display standards, to disposal, to equal opportunities can, and do, affect how they function in practice. These endogenous factors add to the number of demands that will be in force at any given time in individual museums and galleries, making these organisations ripe for the creation of confusion and competition about their management, including the functions that they will be expected to undertake and the objectives that they will be expected to pursue. In such circumstances, the extent to which the 'new museology' could embed itself within the sector becomes something of a moot point.
Methodology
This paper presents empirical evidence to help identify the extent to which the 'new museology' has become part of the fibre of the museums sector in Great Britain, and how the multiple demands that are placed upon staff within the sector have served to influence and affect the integration of the new ideology into museum practice. The findings present qualitative research across 23 publically-funded museum services, covering national, local authority, university and trust services in England, Scotland and Wales. The findings incorporate interviews with 112 members of staff, as well as 32 days of observation within 17 of these museums. Participants were a mix of workers that often had contact with the public and included managers, retail staff, curators, security guards, customer assistants, conservation workers, volunteers, project workers, outreach, administration and educational officers. Analysis has been conducted by QSR Nvivo, a qualitative computer software package that helped to code and categorise, and a mixture of manual approaches. Qualitative, empirical research is a valid and widely used scientific method and, although it cannot be used in the present case to derive statistical generalisations, it has provided a rich and indepth picture of the limitations to the effective implementation of the 'new museology'.
In this paper, we use 'museum' as a collective term for a mix of museums, galleries, historic houses and collection centres. 'Ground-level staff' is used to refer to those who work within the museums service and have a high level of interaction with visitors and are often called 'street-level' workers (Lipsky 2010) . We have also kept the information gathered confidential and anonymous to protect participants. The experiences that these museum workers shared with us are used to structure the next part of the paper. Four overriding themes emerged from a cross-examination of the data and include:
 The role of professional differentiation;
 The role of hierarchical differentiation;
 The effect of policy and role ambiguity; and  The implementation of policy.
The first two of these are concerned with endogenous effects, and the third and fourth with the interplay of both endogenous and exogenous effects within the museums sector.
Professional differentiation
The people who work within museums and galleries can be classified in numerous ways, ranging from whether they are professional or non-professional, full-time or part-time, as well as a division in terms of the differing functional activities -such as conservation, curation, or education. The emphasis in the 'new museology' on moving away from a focus on the traditional role of the 'curator' (to provide the intellectual basis for the work that is undertaken within the sector), implies that the differences between members of staff need to be increasingly recognised when attempting to understand how the sector functions. The question of whether museums are still dominated by a centralised power source based upon professional qualifications and experience, or whether, power is more dispersed amongst multiple internal actors representing a range of interests is one that has rarely been empirically examined.
There did not appear to be a distinction between the professional functions of museum workers and a collegial attitude that has developed from changes to patterns of internal management and organisation -at least in some of the museum services. Thus, while the emphasis is upon the skills and knowledge that staff have in terms of their function -whether this be more traditional ideas of curatorship or more recent importations such as marketingthese roles defined by function run alongside ideas of team working across the organisation to create solutions for the issues that confront individual museum services. The consequence of this has been that, as one curator put it, "they want us to be multi-disciplinary or paraprofessional these days" (Museum Worker [MW] Wales), with an increasing emphasis on generic management as something distinct from specific functional expertise. Such developments, however, have tended to be at the level of senior management, with an increasing use of team approaches to management. There is still a major polarisation between professional and 'other' -clerical, manual and administrative -staff within the sector. The latter staff groups tend not to be seen as being able to provide any particular knowledge or experience to considerations of how museums could or should function, with these being the preserve of traditional, functionally-based management groupings within the sector.
The empirical evidence highlighted that museum workers recognised elements of polarisation within their services. One outreach worker described this polarisation as the 'new school' and the 'old school' groups within their museum --seeing museum workers within their service to be clearly related to these polarised 'schools'. The 'new school' included outreach, learning and "people-centred" functions of the museum, while the 'old school' were collections-related curators and people within certain "backwards-looking" departments.
Different factions were clearly based on functional differentiation and often it was "dog eat dog" in terms of status and the exercise of power (Museum Worker, England). As well as a clear existence of diverse working groups within the museums studied, there was an indication that the thoughts and processes attributed to the 'new museology' were limited in practice, often being seen to be operating on a discourse level that did not quite relate to the actual practices of the museums studied. A good example of this is the lack of engagement with user groups. There were some project-based examples of user engagement within some of the services studied, and many more examples of discussions with highly active and engaged volunteers and 'friends' IV groups. These were heralded as successful by the museum workers who were interviewed and often had evaluation, monitoring and funding attached to them. However, these were rare, and many of the museums visited did not have a formal, user-engagement strategy beyond comments books and cards or the occasional visitor survey (because of being expensive to run)
Even when there was a comments card system in place, museum workers reported no followup activities after comments were communicated up the managerial hierarchy. Museum workers often discussed the importance of user involvement, but there were few specific examples of where user feedback had any impact on their day-to-day activities. In some cases, users were referred to in derogatory terms, making what were perceived to be unrealistic demands and expecting involvement in activities that were held to be the preserve of professionals and managers alone. Overall, there was evidence of polarisation between staff groups, with there being some engagement with ideas associated with the 'new museology', but with this being limited in practice, particularly where the "old curatorial side" was seen to dominate ground level activities and museum functions. 
Hierarchical differentiation
In many of the services studied there was a sense that the role of curators had been "downgraded" within the museum service hierarchy. Curatorial roles had been pushed down the hierarchy and more managerial layers had often been placed between curators and highlevel decision makers. In one local authority service, the curators' titles had been changed to 'buildings manager'. Indeed, in the majority of services a variety of new labels had been
given not only to curators, but also to other professional groups such as conservators and education officers. In a Welsh example, the last curator had left the service a year before and had never been replaced. In one service, -front-of-house staff were constantly moved between twelve different museums within the service often with only a week's notice. This affected the traditional roles of curators --first, by directly increasing the administration and management element of the job and second, by often limiting curators to collections care only as wider exhibition planning and design had been placed within the remit of other roles. The key point is that many curators felt that they were fighting a rear-guard action in opposition to higher-ranking managers. This again reinforces the divisive structures and polarisation of workers within some of the museum services studied. In other examples, however, the traditional role of the curator was alive and well, with senior management prepared to allow curators to make all of the exhibition and display choices that they wanted -
-free from what other curators would see as excessive amounts of top-down, managerial, control.
Many museum staff who worked closely with collections reported a loss of control over museum function and direction, although other staff did not necessarily share this perception. Practical implementation of the 'new museology' can thus be hindered by current managerial structures and mechanisms, with many museum workers reporting a perceived fragmentation into polarised groups within museum services. This view encouraged the development of defensive activities over museums and their functions in many cases. Equally, however, the establishment of a clear functional division between 'managers' and museum staff in other cases allowed for the continuation of more traditional, 'professional' views of museums and their functions. In each scenario, the relationship between workers and management was a key area of discussion and had a fundamental impact on implementation of policy expectations.
Whether the relationship was defensive or functional, workers at the ground level could be seen to try and increase their discretion over museum activities. For Lipsky (2010) , the relationship between managers and ground level workers (or what he calls street-level bureaucrats) is a key element in the struggle for effective implementation. He viewed the manager/worker relationship as generally conflictual, with workers in a continuous fight over power and resources. Workers on the ground are able to take advantage of conflictual and ineffective management to increase discretion and power over day-to-day activities. There were certainly elements of this within the defensive strategies employed by museum workers.
For example, one curator was told by a senior manager that they were going to do an exhibition on the working class. The curator purposefully subverted what she deemed to be a politically influenced decision and produced a popular exhibition where she explored the role of women in the miners' strikes of the 1970s and 1980s. From her perspective, she fulfilled the managerial mandate using her own discretion and avoided a 'tribute to the unions'.
Therefore, power can be seen as being negotiated between different levels of the hierarchy, with control of policy implementation being a vital resource in this process.
Criticism of Lipsky (2010) includes the assertion that managerial relationships are not always conflictual. When talking about their own immediate managers, staff at the ground-level were generally positive. The managers that were critically discussed were often seen as vague and nameless entities higher up the managerial hierarchy, or even outside of the museum service altogether. Evans (2011) also discusses this when studying street-level workers and observed that managers had their own set of professional standards and values that were often sympathetic to ground-level workers. The managers we talked to were usually clear advocates of the museum services studied. Many did not necessarily see themselves as being in conflict with other workers' professional values, but were more concerned with letting these professional values determine what actually took place inside the museum (often leading to conflict with demands from elsewhere within the system). It must also be remembered that many of the curators were managers themselves. Therefore, the hierarchical relationships and differentiation within museums services are anything but clear.
Policy and role ambiguity
The 'new museology' encompasses wide and ambiguous discourses such as 'empowerment'
and 'social inclusion' (Harrison 1993 . Museum workers are being expected to be all things to all people, with museums and museum staff operating within the multiple demands and pressures that are produced from a variety of policy documents and expectations. These vary between the type of museum service (in the current case, local authority, trust, university and national) and the source of policy demands, whether these are derived from central or local governments, various quasi-autonomous non-governmental organisations (QUANGOs), the general legal requirements that are in force, or from within museums and museum services themselves.
Some of these demands are quite specific to individual museums, such as accession policies, whilst others are more general in application, -such as equal opportunities, health and safety and holiday entitlement policies. In addition, there are organisational policies covering, for example. managerial reporting, quality and service assessment that are intended to be applied across organisations regardless of functional area as well other policies and standards that are intended to have universal relevance for all museums and museum services, ranging from conservation standards to spoliation policies and, clearly, these add to even greater complexity to the policy environment that museum staff are working within.
The greatest difficulty with all of these expectations lies in the fact that they are always subject to interpretation by those who have the responsibility for implementing them. Each agent in the policy process has their own professional and personal values and experiences that can influence implementation. The organisational requirement for the production of general policies that will cover most eventualities (rather than the production of specific policies to cover every eventuality which is likely to lead to accusations of bureaucratic redtape) leads to the production of gaps in coverage which can easily be exploited by implementing staff. The capability of staff within individual museums and museum services to adapt formal policies, either to make them applicable to the particular circumstances that are faced by staff and organisations, or to make them acceptable to the professional requirements that staff have, means that it is difficult for senior managers to control everything that takes place in service delivery (Lipsky 2010) . Indeed, line managers, let alone senior ones, can often find problems in ensuring that organisational policies are lived up to.
While this may imply that implementing staff can have free rein when managing policy, adapting or even ignoring it when it suits them, it is more usually the case that staff are much more subtle about manipulating policy so that senior managerial levels can be kept satisfied.
Overt diversion of policy to meet the demands of implementing staff is usually accompanied by the presentation of information to management that is designed to demonstrate that the original policy is being met, or by the skewing of information to allow it to appear that policy is being met (Goddard et al. 2000; Hood 2006 ). This is often helped by the low level of monitoring at the ground level of museums and the lack of detailed and specific policy guidance that is available to museum staff (McCall 2012) . This makes the museum workers (2012) has shown that the idea of policy can bring about a mix of negative emotional reactions from some workers and can have a fundamental role in utilising policy and manipulating the language around museum activities to meet their own ends. Therefore, although policy ambiguity can lead to multiple expectations, the space offered by wide (and often unknown) policy definitions can give ground-level workers the room to pursue their own activities in creative ways. Many workers who were interviewed gave examples of this. The social inclusion agenda, for example, was an opportunity for museums to 'latch-on' to funding that was not available to them before.
This is an example of clear policy 'attachment' (Gray 2002) pursued at the ground level of museum activities. The language and discourses that relate to the 'new museology' have been used as opportunities for workers to pursue their own discretion in implementing activities at the ground level. This has obvious constraints and can often backfire on museum services (such as being tied to short-term and disappearing funding streams), but it is an example of museum workers being key agents in utilising policy discourses to implement multiple functions within their museum services.
Contextual limitations
While the 'new museology' itself developed within a particular set of social, economic and political contexts, the principles that underpin it have a degree of universality that extend beyond the particular. If, however, contextualisation can be shown to have a direct impact upon how the museum sector functions, this could limit the extent to which the 'new museology' can be introduced. Two contexts are discussed here: the policy frameworks that provide guidance for the actions and choices of museum staff, and the roles that staff fulfil within their working environments. In both cases, the level of ambiguity that is endemic within museums services allows for the development of a level of reinterpretation and management of exogenous pressures. This produces a picture of compliance with external demands whilst allowing maintenance of existing patterns of work and control. In this process, the power of staff groups to manage how policies are to be interpreted and put into action, and how jobs are to be undertaken, provides them with a central role in managing the demands that are placed upon them. This relates to how open they are to the principles of the 'new museology'. The following conversation shows these points clearly: The idea of 'bureau-professionalism' seems to reflect the description that workers shared about themselves throughout the museum services studied. Workers often had their professional functions to undertake alongside more generic, managerial functions. The 'traditional' roles of museum workers have been perceived to be going through some transition. Curatorial roles, for example, have widened to include less collections-based work and more directly 'managerial' and 'administrative' activities. The tensions and conflict between staff factions and service managers could therefore be linked to the perceived dilution of traditional professional roles in favour of more general, multi-functional, taskrelated attributes. This also impacts new museological thought, as the 'new museology' emphasises a people-centred approach, but the changes in the role of traditional collections workers are often much more organisationally focused. The change in job titles, for example, and the emphasis on managerial and administrative roles for curators, aligns them much more with the bureaucracy they work within than the people who they serve. This shift in focus
indicates that there can be organisational and managerial limitations to the practical application of the 'new museology' within museum services.
Effective implementation
The previous discussion has shown that the context in which museum workers negotiate policy is far from simple. There are competing factions based on functionality, complex worker/managerial relationships and structures, and a sense of role ambiguity. It is difficult within these environments to assess the extent to which the principles of the 'new museology'
have become a part of the established practices of museum staff. Actually undertaking the process of transforming museums is not straightforward. The museum worker below notes how the changing role of the museum is not only a difficult transition internally, but also This also raises the question of what 'effective implementation' actually is. Lipsky (2010) believed that effective implementation was the fulfilment of higher-level policy expectations at the ground level. However, we would argue that the negotiations and actions at groundlevel make workers the key agents in 'effective implementation'. It is the level of discretion at the ground level that allows museum workers to negotiate the multiple expectations within policy and their roles and function.
"I consider myself very much at the chalk-face of implementing things but I have to say that I haven't read a strategy document on what I do… I think it comes naturally…
Telling people the stories of the objects". (Museum Worker, Scotland).
This paper has shown the extent to which an effective service is delivered has a lot to do with the resilience and creativity of the workers at ground level. Worker discretion can lead to other implications such as a diverse service for different users, but in a service with many exogenous and endogenous pressures having a uniform service would be impossible from the outset. This discretion means that the effective implementation of the 'new museology' depends on the degree to which workers themselves believe in its related values. Thus, the extent to which the 'new museology' can be seen to have become embedded within individual museums and museum services is as much a matter of the subjective judgements of museum staff themselves as it is a matter of objective external assessment.
Conclusion
In conclusion, the 'new museology' has had less practical effect than the museology literature might anticipate. This is a result of multiple causal factors that extend far beyond the forms of professional control of the museums sector and museums policy that the 'new museology' literature is based on. Despite this, the 'new museology', and the discourses associated with it, has been a useful tool for museum workers. Museum workers have been shown to be key agents in utilising the rhetoric related to the 'new museology' in the pursuit of multiple museum functions and in managing their own practices. How this relates to broader questions of museum practice is more debatable, as museum workers utilise the discourses in relation to their own values and activities, rather than to anything outward-facing. There has been some progress with regard to activities around the 'new museology', but a full transition into this ideology has not been achieved by any museum service in this study.
The empirical evidence has clearly shown that there are different and competing tensions within museum services. There was evidence of polarisation within museums services based on museum function and worker's roles, especially between managers and traditional curatorial roles. This polarisation is often pushed by management control mechanisms that lead workers to adopt defensive strategies within their services. Tensions are connected to views of professionals and the widening role of museum workers into "para-professionals", or what we term, 'bureau-professionals'. The increasing emphasis on the bureaucratic part of the 'bureau-professional' role could limit the extent to which the 'new museology' can be implemented in practice, particularly if it conflicts with broader managerial tendencies and expectations.
We emphasize that the real picture in museums is not simple. Our findings show that these polarisations do exist within museums but they are not particularly fixed. The discourse related to the old and 'new museology' is dynamic. Perceptions around the role and function of museums can go backwards and forwards between these continuums. The picture in most museums includes workers who understand both sides of this picture, but often structural challenges (such as collections being "downgraded") force people to adopt a certain side in defence. These structural constraints and defensive mechanisms can limit the extent to which the intentions and expectations of the 'new museology' can be practically implemented in museums. We believe that none of the museums and services that we have examined could be seen to be unambiguously 'new museological' in orientation. It is rather a matter of degree depending upon how the factors that we have identified affect individual cases. Further research is required to establish how far individual museums and services have advanced in a new museological direction.
Further empirical work to develop the arguments presented here could demonstrate both the limitations and the opportunities that exist within museums and galleries for the creation of new approaches and practices within the sector as a whole, and how these opportunities and limitations work out when implemented. We have sought to explain the limitations of change in the particular context of museums, but future questions around the effective management of organisational change would be important to consider in taking these findings forward. III These quasi-governmental organisations are intended to place a distance between elected politicians and implementing agencies, commonly referred to as the arm's-length principle. IV These were often involved in fundraising and community engagement activities. V This is itself a rather nebulous term but includes ideas of community and individual inter-action to provide services, either through activities such as individual volunteering or through taking over the direct provision of services by communities. The extent to which it has actually been put into practice is currently unclear but as one curator (England) said about the Big Society idea, 'nobody has the money for it and nobody cares', indicating some of the difficulties that are associated with it.
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